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STATE OF MAINE
CUMBERLAND, ss.
Jac 13
STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff

g^M 'fll

DOCKETNO. C t / ' O I '

)
)
)

v.
)

COMPLAINT
[Injunctive Relief Requested]

ALFRED L. VERDONE,
)
Defendant
I. INTRODUCTION
1.

The State of Maine brings this action against Alfred L. Verdone

(hereinafter “the Defendant”) pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209 and M.R.Civ.P. Rule 65,
seeking a permanent injunction, restitution, civil penalties, costs and attorney’s fees,
based on violations of the Maine laws governing home repair contracts (10 M.R.S.A.
Chapter 219-A), violations of the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (5 M.R.S.A. § 207),
and fraud.

n. PARTIES
2.

The Plaintiff State of Maine, a sovereign state, brings this action by and

through the Attorney General pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §§ 191 and 209.
3.

The Defendant, Alfred L. Verdone, is an individual who owns a home

repair business and who resides and maintains his principal place of business at 16
Antoine Street in the Town of Windham, County of Cumberland, State of Maine.
III. VENUE
4.
this action.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, Cumberland County is a proper venue for

IV. JURISDICTION
5.

This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 4 M.R.S.A. § 105

and 5 M.R.S.A. § 209.
V. STATUTORY BACKGROUND
6.

Under the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, unfair or deceptive acts or

practices in the conduct of any trade or commerce are unlawful. 5 M.R.S.A. § 207.
7.

The Attorney General may bring an action against any person to enjoin

unfair or deceptive trade practices. 5 M.R.S.A. § 209. In addition, the Court may make
such orders necessary to restore money or property to any person who suffered an
ascertainable loss as a result of unfair or deceptive trade practices, and may order civil
penalties of up to $10,000 for each intentional violation. Id.
8.

Any violation of the Maine law governing contracts for home construction

and repair, 10 M.R.S.A. §§ 1486-1490, is a civil violation for which a forfeiture of
between $100 and $1,000 may be adjudged under 10 M.R.S.A. § 1490(2), and also
constitutes prima facie evidence of a violation of the Unfair Trade Practices Act. 10
M.R.S.A. § 1490(1).
9.

Pursuant to 10 M.R.S.A. § 1487 (1), (3), (7), (8) & (9), every contract to

build, remodel or repair a residence involving more than $1,400 in materials or labor must
be in writing, must be signed by both the contractor and the homeowner or lessee, and
must contain at least the following information:
a)

The contractor’s name, address and telephone number;

b)

The estimated date of commencement of work and the estimated
date when the work will be substantially completed;
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c)

A warranty statement that reads:
“In addition to any additional warranties agreed to by the parties,
the contractor warrants that the work will be free from faulty
materials; constructed according to the standards of the building
code applicable for this location; constructed in a skillful manner
and fit for habitation or appropriate use. The warranty rights and
remedies set forth in the Maine Uniform Commercial Code apply
to this contract;”

d)

A statement that the parties have the option of resolving any
complaints through binding arbitration, nonbinding arbitration or
mediation; and

e)

A change order statement that reads:
“Any alteration or deviation from the above contractual
specifications that results in a revision of the contract price will be
executed only upon the parties entering into a written change
order.”

10.

Any changes to a home repair contract must be documented in a written

change order, signed by the contractor and the homeowner or lessee, that states the
original contract price, the revised contract price and the changes to the original contract
that resulted in revision of the contract price. 10 M.R.S.A. § 1490.
11.

The initial down payment on a home repair contract can be no more than

one-third of the total contract price. 10 M.R.S.A. § 1487(5).
VI. FACTS
12.

The Defendant, Alfred L. Verdone, owns and operates a home repair

contracting business that has done business in Maine since 1998 under various names,
including AAA Contracting and Painting, AAA Contractors, A & C Painting and
Contractors, and A & C Painting and Construction.
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13.

The Defendant advertised his services as a home repair contractor in

various Maine newspapers and publications, promising 24-hour service in the areas of
kitchen remodeling, decks, small foundations, roofs, vinyl siding, replacement windows,
additions, drywall, and interior painting, masonry and plumbing.
14.

The Defendant made false material representations to several homeowners

to induce them to enter into home repair contracts with him, provided contracts that did
not comply with the Maine laws governing contracts for home repair, then failed to
perform the work as provided in the contract and refused to provide a refund, resulting in
injury to the homeowners.
Deborah and Leo Rodrigue
15.

On or about May 6, 1998, after reading the Defendant’s newspaper

advertisement, Deborah and Leo Rodrique contracted with the Defendant for home repair
services to their residence, located at 250 Howes Comer Road in Turner, Maine.
16.

The Defendant made the following false representations to the Rodriques:

that he had expertise in cement work, that his business was insured, and that all of his
work was guaranteed.
17.

The contract called for putting in a cement patio and two walkways around

the in-ground swimming pool, and installing a slide in the cement, and specified that the
concrete was to be four inches thick, for a total price of $2,550.
18.

The contract did not include the contractor’s address, the estimated date

for completion of the work, or proper disclosures concerning warranties, dispute
resolution, and change orders.
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19.

The Rodriques paid the Defendant a down payment of $1,550, plus an

additional payment of $1,000, for a total of $2,550.
20.

The Defendant’s workmanship was shoddy and resulted in damage to the

Rodriques’ property. In addition, the Defendant failed to install the slide in the cement,
failed to clean up the debris, and failed to pay the supplier who provided the cement that
was used for the job.
21.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from the Rodriques, the

Defendant failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to
refund the money paid to him.
Brian and Karen Sturgeon
22.

On or about June 15,1998, after reading the Defendant’s newspaper

advertisement, Brian and Karen Sturgeon contracted with the Defendant for home repair
services to their residence, located at 63 Lester Drive in Portland, Maine.
23.

The Defendant made the following false representations to the Sturgeons,

stating that he would provide them with 24-hour service, that his business was insured,
that all the work was guaranteed, that he would finish the job promptly, and that he would
obtain all necessary permits for the job.
24.

The original contract called for building a rear deck, building a front

stairway, replacing the cellar bulkhead, installing two doors, and assembling a swing set,
for a total price of $3,320. The Sturgeons and the Defendant later amended the contract
to include replacing a window frame, installing basement windows, and replacing
clapboard on the house, for a total price of $3,490.00.
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25.

The contract did not include the contractor’s address, the estimated dates

for commencement and completion of the work, or proper disclosures concerning
warranties, dispute resolution, and change orders.
26.

The changes to the contract were noted on the original signed contract,

rather than being set forth on a change order signed by both parties.
27.

The Sturgeons paid the Defendant an initial down payment of $2,300, plus

three additional payments for a total of $3,638.
28.

The Defendant’s workmanship was shoddy and he used materials of poor

quality. In addition, the Defendant failed to replace and install the doors and windows as
specified in the contract, and failed to obtain the necessary permits for the rear deck and
the front steps.
29.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from the Sturgeons, the

Defendant failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to
refund the money paid to him.
Gerald Dutil
30.

On or about May 10, 1999, after reading the Defendant’s newspaper

advertisement, Gerard Dutil contracted with the Defendant for home repair services to his
residence, located at 15 Buckley Street in Lewiston, Maine.
31.

The Defendant made the following false representations to Dutil: that the

work would be completed according to accepted standard practices, that the Defendant
himself would be at the work site every day until the job was done, that all of his work
was guaranteed, and that he would start and complete the job promptly.
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32.

The contract called for replacing the entire roof, installing insulation,

installing vinyl siding over the entire house and garage, installing a fence around the
perimeter of the lot, installing a garage door and opener, building a deck and a screenedin porch, installing doors, replacing columns, and installing shutters, for a total price of
$20,755.
33.

The contract did not provide the contractor’s address, the estimated dates

for commencement and completion of the work, and the required disclosures concerning
the warranty, dispute resolution, and change orders.
34.

Dutil paid the Defendant an initial down payment of $14,000, plus two

additional payments for a total of $19,000.
35.

The Defendant’s workmanship was shoddy and he used materials of poor

quality. In addition, the Defendant failed to install the fence and the garage door, and
failed to provide or install most of the vinyl siding.
36.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from Dutil, the Defendant

failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to refund the
money paid to him.
Ralph and Mary Teresa McGarvev
37.

On or about October 4,1999, after reading the Defendant’s newspaper

advertisement, Ralph and Mary Teresa McGarvey contracted with the Defendant for
home repair services to repair a leaking roof at their residence, located at 124 Sherman
Street in Portland, Maine.
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38.

The Defendant made the following false representations to the

McGarveys: that all of the work would be completed according to standard practices and
that all of the work was guaranteed for twenty years.
39.

The McGarveys’ original contract called for repairing the chimney, roof

and skylights, installing a new drip edge around the perimeter of the roof, and installing a
facing board under the roof on one side of the house, for a total price of $1,200. The next
day, the McGarveys and the Defendant amended the contract to add installing facing
boards on all four sides of the house, for an additional price of $1,500. On or about
November 8, 1999, the McGarveys and the Defendant amended the contract again to add
stripping and replacing a 12’ by 14’ section of roof, replacing rotted plywood, and
installing felt paper, for an additional price of $600. The total price of all three contracts
was $3,300.
40.

The changes to the contract were set forth in new contracts that failed to

make any reference to the terms of the earlier contracts, instead of in change orders
signed by both parties.
41.

The contracts did not provide the contractor’s address, the estimated dates

for commencement and completion of the work, and the required disclosures concerning
the warranty, dispute resolution, and change orders.
42.

The McGarveys paid the Defendant three down payments totaling $2,565,

plus a final payment of $800.00, for a total of $3,365.
43.

The Defendant’s workmanship was shoddy, he used materials of poor

quality, and the roof continued to leak. In addition, the Defendant failed to install facing
boards under the roof in the back of the house.
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44.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from the McGarveys, the

Defendant failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to
refund the money paid to him.
Matt and Nicolette Erickson
45.

On or about February 4, 2000, Matt and Nicholette Erickson contracted

with the Defendant to paint their residence, located at 49 Lake Street in Auburn, Maine.
46.

The Defendant made the following false representations to the Ericksons:

that his name was Alfred Veral instead of Alfred Verdone and that his business was
located at 184 Albeam Road in Windham, Maine, an address that does not exist.
47.

The contract called for painting the exterior of the house, garage and guest

house, and painting the interior of the kitchen and living room, for a total price of
$4,200.00.
48.

The contract did not include the contractor’s correct name and address or

an estimated date for completion of the work, nor did it contain the required disclosures
concerning the warranty, dispute resolution, and change orders.
49.

The Ericksons paid the Defendant a down payment of $2,100.

50.

The Defendant failed to perform any work specified on the contract, other

than spraying water through a power hose on the siding of the house for approximately
forty-five minutes, which resulted in damage to the siding.
51.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from the Ericksons, the

Defendant failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to
refund the money paid to him.
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Maria Gagnon
52.

On or about September 1, 2000, after reading the Defendant’s newspaper

advertisement, Maria Gagnon contracted with the Defendant for home repair services to
her residence, located at 6 DiBiase Street in Portland, Maine.
53.

The Defendant made the following false representations to Gagnon: that

he would provide her with 24-hour service, that he would obtain all necessary permits for
the job, and that he would use a licensed electrician for all electrical work.
54.

The original contract called for building a garage, repairing fire damage to

the exterior and roof of the house, and building a deck, for a total price of $14,700. The
Defendant and Gagnon later amended the contract to include replacement of vinyl on the
entire back of the house and on two sides of the mud room, and installation of a storm
door and six shutters for an additional $2,000, resulting in a total price of $16,700.
55.

The contract did not include the contractor’s address, the estimated dates

for completion of the work, or proper disclosures concerning warranties, dispute
resolution, and change orders.
56.

The changes to the contract were written on a separate contract that made

no reference to the terms of the earlier contract.
57.

Gagnon paid the Defendant an initial down payment of $6,500, plus

additional payments of $7,200, for a total of $13,700.
. 58.

The services that the Defendant provided to Gagnon consisted of shoddy

workmanship and poor quality of materials. In addition, the Defendant did not replace all
of the vinyl siding in the back of the house, did not replace all of the charred shingles, did
not use a licensed electrician for the electrical work, did not replace the vinyl siding and
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trim covering a charred section of wood above the mud room, and did not install trim
around thè door to the mud room.
59.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from Gagnon, the

Defendant failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to
refund the money paid to him.
Teresa Joy
60.

On or about January 25, 2001, after reading the Defendant’s advertisement

in a newspaper, Teresa Joy contracted with the Defendant for home repair services to the
kitchen at her residence, located at 234 Taft Avenue in Portland, Maine.
61.

The Defendant made the following false representations to Joy: that his

business was insured, that all of the work would be completed according to standard
practices, that all of his work was guaranteed, and that he would complete the job by
February 7, 2001.
62.

The contract called for renovation of the kitchen, including replacing the

wood wainscotting, installing trim around the wainscotting and the ceiling, installing
ceramic tile and an electrical outlet on the wall behind the sink, painting the kitchen walls
and doors, stripping and staining the woodwork around the four doorways, installing
sheet rock in one comer, and installing insulation under the window, for a total price of
$2,504.
63.

The contract did not provide the contractor’s address and the required

disclosures concerning the warranty, dispute resolution, and change orders.
64.

Joy paid the Defendant an initial down payment of $1,500.
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65.

The Defendant’s workmanship was shoddy and he used materials of poor

quality. In addition, the Defendant failed to strip and stain the woodwork, to paint the
kitchen walls and doors, and to install the insulation, sheet rock and trim.
66.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from Joy, the Defendant

failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to refund the
money paid to him.
Maureen and Michael Shea
61.

On or about April 13 and 19, 2001, after reading the Defendant’s

advertisement in a newspaper, Maureen and Michael Shea contracted with the Defendant
for home repair services to their residence, located at 112 South Richland Street in South
Portland, Maine.
68.

The Defendant made the following false representations to the Sheas: that

he had expertise in building decks and restoring houses, that his business was insured,
that all of the work would be completed according to standard practices, that he would
install 4’ concrete pads to support the deck, and that all of his work was guaranteed.
69.

The Shea’s first contract called for building a deck for a total price of

$3,000. The Shea’s second contract called for installing lattice work around the deck,
replacing a facing board on the house, and power washing the entire house, for a total
price of $940. The total price of the two contracts was $3,940.
70.

The changes to the first contract were set forth in a new contract that failed

to make any reference to the terms of the earlier contract, instead of in a change order
signed by both parties.
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71.

The contracts did not provide the contractor’s address and the required

disclosures concerning the warranty, dispute resolution, and change orders.
72.

The Sheas paid the Defendant an initial down payment of $2,100 on the

first contract and $570 on the second contract, for total down payments of $2,670, plus an
additional payment of $900, for total payments of $3,570.
73.

The Defendant’s workmanship was shoddy and he used materials of poor

quality. In addition, the Defendant failed to build the deck to the dimensions specified in
the contract, used concrete pads only 2’ thick to support the deck instead of 4’ thick as
promised, failed to power wash the house, and removed six bags of cement that belonged
to the Sheas.
74.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from the Sheas, the

Defendant failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to
refund the money paid to him.
Beth Arsenault
75.

On or about May 12, 2001, after reading the Defendant’s advertisement in

a newspaper, Beth Arsenault contracted with the Defendant for home repair services to
her residence, located at 68 New York Avenue in South Portland, Maine.
76.

The Defendant made the following false representations to Arsenault: that

his business was insured, that all of the work would be completed according to standard
practices, and that all of his work was guaranteed.
77.

Arsenault’s original contract called for removal and replacement of a

section of the foundation, removal and replacement of a 4’ x 4’ concrete pad and one
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concrete step, and repairing a crack in the comer of the foundation, for a total price of
$3,100.
78.

After beginning the work, the Defendant told Arsenault that he would

need to replace more of the foundation than was expected, and they agreed to increase the
contract price by $1,800, for a new total price of $4,900.
79.

The contract did not provide the contractor’s address and the required

disclosures concerning the warranty, dispute resolution, and change orders, and the
estimated date of completion.
80.

The change to the contract price was noted on the original signed contract,

rather than being set forth on a change order signed by both parties.
81.

Arsenault paid the Defendant an initial down payment of $1,600, plus

additional payments of $3,300, for total payments of $4,900.
82.

The Defendant’s workmanship was shoddy. The concrete slab he installed

was only 4’ x 3’, instead of 4’ x 4’, and he did not replace the concrete step or repair the
crack in the comer of the foundation. The Defendant broke the wooden steps to the rear
deck and poorly repaired them, rather than replacing them. The Defendant also broke a
piece of wood trim around the side door and failed to repair or replace it, and he failed to
properly clean up and remove the debris on the lawn that he produced.
83.

Despite repeated telephone calls and complaints from Arsenault, the

Defendant failed to properly perform the home repair services contracted for and failed to
refund the money paid to him.
COUNT I
(Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices - False Representations)
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84.

The Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

preceding paragraphs of this Complaint.
85.

The Defendant engaged in unfair or deceptive acts or practices in the

conduct of trade or business by making material representations that were false, which
the homeowners did reasonably rely upon, resulting in injury to the homeowners, all in
violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207.
86.

The Defendant’s misrepresentations were intentional.

COUNT II
(Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices - Contract Disclosures)
87.

The Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

preceding paragraphs of this Complaint.
88.

Upon entering into contracts to repair or remodel the residences of the

homeowners identified above, the Defendant failed to disclose in writing his name and
address, the date when the work would commence, the estimated date when the work
would be completed, a statement concerning warranties, a statement concerning dispute
resolution, and a statement concerning change orders, as required under 10 M.R.S.A. §
1487, all in violation of 10 M.R.S.A. §§ 1487 and 1490.
89.

The Defendant, upon making changes to the home repair contracts, failed

to provide written change orders stating the original contract price, the revised contract
price, and the changes to the original contract that resulted in revision of the contract
price, all in violation of 10 M.R.S.A. §§ 1488 and 1490.
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90.

The Defendant’s actions as described in this Count, constituted unfair and

deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of trade or business, all in violation of 5
M.R.S.A. § 207.
91.

The Defendant’s unfair and deceptive acts and practices were intentional.
COUNT m
(Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices - Excessive Down Payments)

92.

The Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

preceding paragraphs of this Complaint.
93.

The Defendant, having entered into contracts with the homeowners

identified above to remodel or repair a residence for more than $1,400 in materials or
labor, received down payments of more than 1/3 of the total contract price, all in
violation of 10 M.R.S.A. §§ 1487 and 1490.
94.

The Defendant’s actions as described in this Count constituted unfair and

deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of trade or business, all in violation of 5
M.R.S.A. § 207.
95.

The Defendant’s unfair and deceptive acts and practices were intentional.
COUNT IV

(Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices - Failure to Provide Services or Refund)
96.

The Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

preceding paragraphs of this Complaint.
97.

The Defendant engaged in unfair and deceptive acts or practices in the

conduct of trade or business by accepting money to perform home repair services and
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then failing to either properly perform the services or to refund the money, all in violation
of5M.R.S.A. §207.
98.

The Defendant’s unfair and deceptive acts or practices were intentional.
COUNTY
(Fraud)

99.

The Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

preceding paragraphs of this Complaint.
100.

The Defendant made material representations that were false, knowing

that the representations were false or with reckless disregard for their truth or falsity, for
the purpose of inducing the homeowners identified above to act in reliance upon the false
representations, which the homeowners did reasonably rely upon, resulting in injury to
the homeowners.
VII. RELIEF REQUESTED
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff State of Maine requests that this Court grant the
following relief:
1.

Declare that the Defendant violated 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 by intentionally

engaging in unfair and deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of business.
2.

Declare that the Defendant violated 10 M.R.S.A. §§ 1487 and 1488 by

failing to make proper disclosures on home repair contracts and change orders.
3.

Declare that the Defendant intentionally engaged in fraud.

4.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209 and Rule 65 of the Maine Rules of Civil

Procedure, permanently enjoin the Defendant, together with his officers, agents, servants,
employees and attorneys, and those persons in active concert or participation with him
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who receive actual notice of the injunction, from contracting to perform home repair
services in Maine and from engaging in any violations of the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act (5 M.R.S.A. § 207). In the alternative, issue a permanent injunction
prohibiting the following conduct with respect to any contract to build, remodel or repair
a residence:
(a)

Making false material representations to the homeowner or lessee;

(b)

Failing to provide the homeowner or lessee with a written contract
that complies with all of the disclosure requirements of 10
M.R.S.A. §§ 1487 and 1488;

(c)

Accepting a down payment of more than one-third of the total
contract price;

(d)

Failing to either properly perform the services contracted for or to
provide a refund in a timely manner;

(e)

Engaging in any further violations of the Maine Unfair Trade
Practices Act (5 M.R.S.A. § 207) or Maine law governing home
repair contracts (10 M.R.S.A. Chapter 219-A).

5.

Order the Defendant to pay restitution to each of the homeowners

identified above.
6.

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, for each violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 that

was intentional, order the Defendant to pay a civil penalty of up to $10,000.
7.

Pursuant to 10 M.R.S.A. § 1490, for each violation of 10 M.R.S.A. §§

1487 and 1488, order the Defendant to pay to the State of Maine a civil forfeiture of not
less than $100 nor more than $1,000.
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8.

Order the Defendant to pay to the Department of the Attorney General the

costs of suit and investigation, including attorney’s fees.
9.

Order such further relief as the Court deems necessary.
G. STEVEN ROWE

Dated: August 13, 2001
Carlos Diaz
Assistant Attorney General
Maine Bar Registration No. 8015
Department of Attorney General
44 Oak Street, 4th Floor
Portland, Maine 04101
(207) 822-0498'
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STATE OF MAINE
CUMBERLAND, ss.

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff,
v.
ALFRED L. VERDONE,
Defendant.

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01-452
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

ORDER IMPOSING SANCTIONS AND
GRANTING JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT

This matter came before the Court upon Plaintiff’s Motion for Sanctions pursuant
to Rule 37 of the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure. The Motion, which was filed on June
3, 2002, contained the notice required under Rule 7 that failure to file opposition within
twenty-one days would be deemed a waiver of all objections. The Defendant has not
filed any opposition to the Motion. Accordingly, the Plaintiff’s Motion for Sanctions is
hereby GRANTED.
The Court imposes the following sanctions against the Defendant:
1.

Judgment by default shall be entered against the Defendant with respect to

Counts I through V of the Complaint.
2.

The Court finds that, as alleged in Counts I through V, the Defendant

intentionally engaged in unfair and deceptive acts and practices in the conduct of trade or
business in violation of 5 M.R.S.A. § 201, the Defendant intentionally failed to make
proper disclosures on home repair contracts and change orders in violation of 10
M.R.S.A. §§ 1487 and 1488, and the Defendant intentionally engaged in fraud.
3.

The Defendant, Alfred L. Verdone (together with his officers, agents,

servants, employees, attorneys, and those persons acting in concert with the Defendant

that receive actual notice of this Order), is permanently enjoined from contracting to
perform any home repair services in Maine and from engaging in any violations of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (5 M.R.S.A. § 207).
4.

The Defendant shall pay a civil penalty to the Maine Department of

Attorney General, to accrue to the Attorney General’s fund to enforce the Maine Unfair
Trade Practices Act pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §§ 203-A and 209, in the amount of $45,000.
5.

The Defendant shall pay restitution to the Maine Department of Attorney

General, to be distributed to the victims named in the Complaint, in the amount of
$54,323.
6.

The Defendant shall pay reasonable attorneys fees to the Maine

Department of Attorney General, to accrue to the General Fund for the State of Maine, in
an amount to be determined.

SO ORDERED.

Dated: _]

'2—
Superior Court Justice
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3.

The Defendant, Alfred L. Verdone (together with his officers, agents,

servants, employees, attorneys, and those persons acting in concert with the Defendant

th a t receive actual notice of this Order), is permanently enjoined from contracting to
perform any home repair services in Maine and from engaging in any violations of the
M aine Unfair Trade Practices Act (5 M.R.S.A. § 207).
4.

The Defendant shall pay a civil penalty to the Maine Department of

Attorney General, to accrue to the Attorney General’s fund to enforce the Maine Unfair
Trade Practices Act pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. §§ 203-A and 209, in the amount of $45,000.
5.

The Defendant shall pay restitution to the Maine Department of Attorney

General, to be distributed to the victims named in the Complaint, in the amount of
$54,323.
6.

The Defendant shall pay reasonable attorneys fees to the Maine

Department of Attorney General, to accrue to the General Fund for the State of Maine, in
an amount to be determined.

SO ORDERED.

Dated: _]

z
Superior Court Justice
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ORDER IMPOSING SANCTIONS AND
GRANTING JUDGMENT BY DEFxAULT

This matter came before the Court upon Plaintiff’s Motion for Sanctions pursuant
to Rule 37 of the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure. The Motion, which was filed on Line
3, 2002, contained the notice required under Rule 7 that failure to file opposition within
twenty-one days would be deemed a waiver of all objections. The Defendant has not
filed any opposition to the Motion. Accordingly, the Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions is
hereby GRANTED.
The Court imposes the following sanctions against the Defendant:
1.

Judgment by default shall be entered against the Defendant with respect to

Counts I through V of the Complaint.
2.

The Court finds that, as alleged in Counts I through V, the Defendant

intentionally engaged in unfair and deceptive acts and practices in the conduct of trade or
business in violation of 5 MILS.A. § 201, the Defendant intentionally failed to make
proper disclosures on home repair contracts and change orders in violation of 10
A yf

1Y1.

R..S.A. §§ 1487 and 1488, and the Defendant intentional! r
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The Defendant, Alfred L. Verdone (together with his officers, agents,

servants, employees, attorneys, and those persons acting in concert with the Defendant

that receive actual notice of this Order), is permanently enjoined from contracting to
perform any home repair services in Maine and from engaging in any violations of the
Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act (5 M.R.S.A. § 207).
4.

The Defendant shall pay a civil penalty to the Maine Department of

Attorney General, to accrue to the Attorney General’s fund to enforce the Maine Unfair
Trade Practices Act pursuant to 5 M.R.S A. §§ 203-A and 209, in the amount of 545,000.
5.

The Defendant shall pay restitution to- the Maine Department of Attorney

General, to be distributed to the victims named in the Complaint, in the amount of
554,323.
6.

The Defendant shall pay reasonable attorneys fees to the Maine

Department of Attorney General, to accrue to the General Fund for the State of Maine, in
an amount to be determined.

SO ORDERED.

Dated:
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Superior Court Justice

